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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the Applicant's Appeal Brief filed on February 07, 2008 in 
which claims 1-38 are currently pending. Applicant's arguments in the Appeal Brief are 
persuasive. Therefore, the finality of the rejection of the last Office has been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-10 and 20-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schmidt (US 7,020,472) in view of Lo et al. (US 2003/0179725). 

Regarding claims 1, 20, Schmidt teaches transmitting, from a wireless local area 
network (LAN) device of a host device (100) to an access point of a wireless network, a 
request to disassociate from said access point (i.e., the WLAN signal is weak, the 
device 100 sends a deregistration message to the WLAN system, col. 7, lines 5-18) and 
switching off a transceiver of said wireless LAN device after transmission of said 
disassociate request (i.e., upon deregistration the short range transceiver is turned off, 
col. 7, lines 5-18 and lines 55-67). 

Schmidt does not specifically teach a request to monitor for wake events for said 
host device. 
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However, the preceding limitation is known in the art of communications. Lo 
teaches when the host device goes into a reduced power only packet that meets that 
meets the criteria provided by the host device are allowed to wake up the host device, in 
response to the wake up call from the access point the host device is awakened by the 
station ([0022]-[0023]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of the invention, to implement the technique of Lo within the system 
of Schmidt in order to reject unnecessary packet and transmit to the host device packet 
that meets the conditions to wake up the host device. 

Regarding claims 2, 21, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches said wireless network comprises a wireless LAN (i.e., device 
sends deregistration message to the WLAN, col. 7, lines 5-18). 

Regarding claims 3, 22, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches switching on said transceiver of said wireless LAN device (i.e., 
turned off the cellular transceiver and power on the WLAN transceiver, col. 6, line 49 to 
col. 7, line 40). 

Regarding claim 4, 23, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches switching on said transceiver of said wireless LAN device in 
response to occurrence of an event (col. 5, line 49 to col. 6, line 5). 

Regarding claims 5, 24, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches switching on said transceiver of said wireless LAN device after 
a predetermined time period (col. 5, line 49 to col. 6, line 4). 
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Regarding claims 6, 25, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches transmitting a request inquiring whether at least one wake 
event for said host device occurred while said transceiver was switched off (i.e., when 
the WLAN transceiver is turned off, information can be received via the cellular 
transceiver, col. 5, line 49 to col. 6, line 39). 

Regarding claims 7, 26, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches wherein said transmitting said request comprises transmitting 
said request to said access point monitoring for wake events for said host device (i.e., 
sending a registration message to WLAN and power on the Bluetooth col. 5, line 49 to 
col. 6, line 18). 

Regarding claims 8, 27, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches switching said host device to an operating mode in response to 
receiving an indication that at least one wake event for said host device occurred while 
said transceiver was switched off (col. 5, line 49 to col. 6, line 39). 

Regarding claims 9, 28, Schmidt in view of Lo teaches all the limitations above. 
Schmidt further teaches switching off said transceiver of said wireless LAN device in 
response to receiving an indication that no wake event for said host device occurred 
while said transceiver was switched off (col. 5, line 50 to col. 6, line 38). 

4. Claims 14-19 and 33-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schmidt in view of Oar (US 2003/01 59074). 
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Regarding claims 14 and 33, Schmidt teaches receiving, from a wireless local 
area network (LAN) device of a host device (100), a request to disassociate from an 
access point (i.e., the device 100 sends a deregistration message to the WLAN system, 
col. 7, lines 5-18). 

Schmidt does not specifically teach said request to monitor for at least one wake 
event for said host device and transmitting, in response to receiving a request for a 
wake event status, a wake event status indicating whether at least one wake event for 
said host device occurred. 

However, the preceding limitation is known in the art of communications. Oar 
teaches the computing system responds to an event that wakes the computing system 
from a sleep mode, the computing system recognizes the event and responds to the 
event, and the response includes an event notification message ([0009], [0017]) and 
after the computing device wakes up to handle an event, the computing device sends 
out an event notification message to the user ([0019]-[0022]). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art of the invention, to implement the 
technique of Oar within the system of Schmidt in order to inform user about all events 
without unnecessary drainage of the battery. 

Regarding claims 15 and 34, Schmidt in view of Oar teaches all the limitation 
above. Schmidt further teaches monitoring for at least one wake event for said host 
device (i.e., sending a registration message to WLAN and power on the Bluetooth col. 
5, line 49 to col. 6, line 18). 
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Regarding claims 16 and 35, Schmidt in view of Oar teaches all the limitation 
above. Schmidt further teaches receiving said request for said wake event status from 
said wireless LAN device (col. 5, line 49 to col. 6, line 18). 

Regarding claims 17 and 36, Schmidt in view of Oar teaches all the limitation 
above. Schmidt further teaches determining whether said wireless LAN device from 
which said request for said wake event status is received is a known wireless LAN 
device (col. 5, line 48 to col. 6, line 40). 

Regarding claims 18 and 37, Oar teaches all the limitations as recited in the 
claims except determining a second access point of said wireless network in response 
to said wireless LAN device not being within range of said first access point (i.e., when 
WLAN signal is not strong or out of range, the device switches to cellular which is the 
second access point, col. 5, line 50 to col. 6, line 60). 

Regarding claims 19 and 38, Schmidt in view of Oar teaches all the limitation 
above. Schmidt further teaches updating a status of said wireless LAN device in an 
association table of said access point in response to determining that at least one wake 
event for said host device has occurred (col. 5, line 50 to col. 6, line 67). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 11-13 and 30-32 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to 1-10, 14-29, and 33-38 have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. The previous rejection of claims 1-38 has modified as 
recited to clarify the rejections. 

The Applicant argues that the prior arts of record fail to teach said request to 
monitor for at least one wake event for said host device. However, the Examiner 
disagrees with the preceding arguments. Lo teaches when the host device goes into a 
reduced power only packet that meets that meets the criteria provided by the host 
device are allowed to wake up the host device, in response to the wake up call from the 
access point the host device is awakened by the station ([0022]-[0023]). Oar also 
teaches the computing system responds to an event that wakes the computing system 
from a sleep mode, the computing system recognizes the event and responds to the 
event, and the response includes an event notification message ([0009], [0017]) and 
after the computing device wakes up to handle an event, the computing device sends 
out an event notification message to the user ([0019]-[0022]). It is clear that both Lo and 
Oar disclose the host device is awakened upon the occurrence of an event. Therefore, 
the rejection is maintained. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Pontarelli US 2005/0034001 02/1 0/2005 
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Ginzburg et al. 



US 2004/0264396 



12/30/2004 



Kerr 



US 6,691 ,071 



02/10/2004 



Lindskog et al. 



US 2001/0031626 



10/18/2001 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEAN A. GELIN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7842. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30 AM to 7:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dwayne Bost can be reached on (571) 272-7023. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JGelin 

September 29, 2008 
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